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Appeal from the United States District Court for the Eastern
District of Virginia, at R chnond. Robert E. Payne, District
Judge. (CA-99-255-3)



Submi tted: January 29, 2004 Deci ded: February 4, 2004

Bef ore W LKINSON, M CHAEL, and KING Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opi nion.

Eugene Gray, Appellant Pro Se. M Hannah Lauck, Assistant United
States Attorney, R chnond, Virginia, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Eugene Gray appeal s the district court’s order denyi ng as
untinely his notion to reconsider a prior order dismssing his
civil action. Qur review of the record and the district court’s
opi nion discloses no reversible error. Accordingly, although we
grant Gay’s notion to proceed in forma pauperis on appeal, we deny
Gay’'s notion for a stay and affirm on the reasoning of the

district court. See Gay v. Cohen, No. CA-99-255-3 (E.D. Va. June

12, 2003). W dispense with oral argunent because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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